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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . In response to the office action from 4/17/2009, the applicant has submitted a Request for 
Continued Examination (RCE), filed 4/30/2009, amending independent claims 1, 7, 9, 15, 17, 20, 
23, 25, and 28, while arguing to traverse the art rejection based on the amended limitation 
regarding the identification of another wireless device by the type and model to affect device 
pairing (Amendment, Pages 9-17). The applicant's arguments have been fully considered but are 
moot with respect to the new grounds of rejection in view of Watanabe et al (U.S. PG 
Publication: 2002/0039479 Al). 

2. In response to the applicant's arguments directed to objected claims 5 and 13 
(Amendment, Page 9), the examiner notes that this argument was addressed in the Advisory 
Action from 4/17/2009 and were found to be non-convincing (Page 2). In regards to these 
arguments then, see this corresponding response. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 
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4. Claims 1-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. 

Claim 1 recites a wireless device including logic that identifies a type and model of a 
second wireless device and selects pairing information from a plurality of pairing information for 
the identified device. While the specification appears to support that a hands free telephone set 
or "wireless device" is capable of identifying a type and model of another wireless device, it also 
appears that it is a network/server that actually retrieves a pairing code based on this information 
("The wireless network 102 locates pairing information for the identified device from a 
repository 208 of such information". Specification, Paragraph 0030). Thus, the specification as 
originally filed does not provide support for this type of retrieval logic (i.e., based on type and 
model information) in a wireless device as is set forth in claim 1 . Therefore, this claim and its 
associated dependent claims fail to comply with the written description requirement. 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing otit and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1-16 are rejected xrnder 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 
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Independent claims 1, 7, 9, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being incomplete for omitting essential elements, such omission amounting to a gap between the 
elements. See MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted elements are: a memory for storing the claimed 
logic (see Specification, Paragraph 0024). Logic could not be accessed by a processor if it were 
not stored in some type of hardware accessible memory device. The further dependent claims 
fail to overcome such rejections, and thus, are also rejected for being indefinite by virtue of their 
dependency. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1-2, 5, 7, 17-18, 20-21, 23, 25-28, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Thomas et al (U.S. Patent Application Publication: 2002/0065663) in 
view of Watanabe et al (U.S PG Publication: 2002/0089479 Al). 

With respect to Claim 1, Thomas recites: 

Pairing information for a first wireless device (address of another device stored in a 
memory register, Paragraph 0020; and pairing message received fi'om another device. 
Paragraph 0022); 
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Pairing information for another wireless device (address stored in a memory register to 
be sent to another device for establishing a link. Paragraph 0020); 

A processor coupled to the wireless device (Speech synthesis address generation 
processor Fig. 7, Element 12); 

A speaker coupled to the processor to communicate audible signals (Fig. 7, Element 13); 

and 

Logic which, in communication processor, converts the pairing information for the other 
wireless device to audible signals, and communicates the audible signals to be communicated via 
the speaker (reading and synthesizing a device address stored in a memory register. Paragraph 
0020). 

Although Thomas accepts vocal inputs to enable wireless device pairing, further teaches 
a memory that holds multiple pairing addresses (Paragraph 0026), and mentions that his 
invention can be used with other types of pairing information (Paragraph 0032), Thomas does 
not make a link between a identifying pairing information based upon another device's type and 
model or specifically teach encryption codes associated with the devices. Watanabe, however, 
recites a system that pairs wireless devices (For example. Fig. 5) that stores link or encryption 
keys in memory in association with unique apparatus device IDs (such as manufacturer's 
production and serial numbers. Paragraphs 0110-0111) for retrieval during pairing (Paragraphs 
0110 and 0161-0162). Watanabe also teaches encryption or authentication codes unique to the 
wireless devices (Paragraph 01 27-01 28). 

Thomas and Watanabe are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in connecting wireless devices. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 
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ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Thomas with the 
manufacture numbers taught by Watanabe in order to provide unique information that better 
enables restrictive access of network devices (Watanabe, Paragraphs 0106 and 0110). 
With respect to Claim 2, Thomas further discloses: 

Logic which, when applied to the processor, performs acts defined by the pairing 
information for the wireless device (converting address data to speech using a vocabulary and 
receiving a pairing message from a second device, Paragraph 0020). 

With respect to Claim 5, Watanabe fiirther discloses: 

Pairing code specific to the wireless device (Paragraphs 0127-0128). 

With respect to Claim 7, Thomas discloses: 

A microphone (Fig. 7, Element 14); 

A processor (speech recognition processor, Paragraph 0022); and 

Logic which, in communication with the processor, converts signals produced by the 
microphone into control signals, and applies the control signals to effect pairing of the wireless 
device with another device (converting a device address to a control signal to enable device 
pairing, Paragraph 0022). 

Although Thomas accepts vocal inputs to enable wireless device pairing, fiirther teaches 
a memory that holds multiple pairing addresses (Paragraph 0026), and mentions that his 
invention can be used with other types of pairing information (Paragraph 0032), Thomas does 
not make a link between a identifying pairing information based upon another device's type and 
model. Watanabe, however, recites a system that pairs wireless devices (For example. Fig. 5) 
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that stores link or encryption keys in memory in association with unique apparatus device IDs 
(such as manufacturer's production and serial numbers. Paragraphs 0110-0111) for retrieval 
during pairing (Paragraphs 0110 and 0161-0162). 

Thomas and Watanabe are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in connecting wireless devices. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Thomas with the 
manufacture numbers taught by Watanabe in order to provide unique information that better 
enables restrictive access of network devices (Watanabe, Paragraphs 0106 and 0110). 

With respect to Claim 9, Thomas recites: 

A processor (Speech synthesis address generation processor Fig. 7, Element 13); 

A speaker coupled to the processor to communicate audible signals (Fig. 7, Element 13); 

and 

Logic which, when applied to the processor, identifies a second wireless device to a 
network, requests pairing information, and receives and converts the pairing information for the 
other wireless device to audible signals, and communicates the audible signals via the speaker 
(reading and synthesizing a device address stored in a memory register. Paragraph 0020; and 
requesting and receiving pairing information over a wireless network. Paragraph 0028). 

Although Thomas accepts vocal inputs to enable wireless device pairing, further teaches 
a memory that holds multiple pairing addresses (Paragraph 0026), and mentions that his 
invention can be used with other types of pairing information (Paragraph 0032), Thomas does 
not make a link between a identifying pairing information based upon another device's type and 
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model. Watanabe, however, recites a system that pairs wireless devices (For example. Fig. 5) 
that stores link or encryption keys in memory in association with unique apparatus device IDs 
(such as manufacturer's production and serial numbers, Paragraphs 0110-0111) for retrieval 
during pairing (Paragraphs 0110 and 0161-0162). 

Thomas and Watanabe are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in connecting wireless devices. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Thomas with the 
manufacture numbers taught by Watanabe in order to provide unique information that better 
enables restrictive access of network devices (Watanabe, Paragraphs 0106 and 0110). 

With respect to Claim 10, Thomas further discloses: 

Logic which, when applied to the processor, performs acts defined by the pairing 
information for the wireless device (converting address data to speech using a vocabulary and 
receiving a pairing message from a second device. Paragraph 0020). 

Claim 13 contains subject matter similar to Claim 5, and thus, is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

With respect to Claim 15, Thomas recites: 
A microphone (Fig. 7, Element 14); 

A processor (speech recognition processor. Paragraph 0022); and 

Logic which, when applied to the processor, converts signals produced by the 

microphone into control signals, communicates the speech signals to the network, receives 
control signals from the network and applies the confrol signals to effect pairing of the wireless 
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device with another device (converting a device address to a control signal to enable device 
pairing, Paragraph 0022; and pairing information is sent over a wireless network. Paragraph 
0028). 

Although Thomas accepts vocal inputs to enable wireless device pairing, further teaches 

a memory that holds multiple pairing addresses (Paragraph 0026), and mentions that his 
invention can be used with other types of pairing information (Paragraph 0032), Thomas does 
not make a link between a identifying pairing information based upon another device's type and 
model. Watanabe, however, recites a system that pairs wireless devices (For example. Fig. 5) 
that stores link or encryption keys in memory in association with unique apparatus device IDs 
(such as manufacturer's production and serial numbers. Paragraphs 0110-0111) for retrieval 
during pairing (Paragraphs 0110 and 0161-0162). 

Thomas and Watanabe are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in connecting wireless devices. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 

ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Thomas with the 
manufacture numbers taught by Watanabe in order to provide unique information that better 
enables restrictive access of network devices (Watanabe, Paragraphs 0106 and 0110). 
With respect to Claim 17, Thomas recites: 

First wireless device converting pairing information for a second wireless device into 

audible signals and the first wireless device communicating the audible signals to the second 
wireless device (speech synthesis of pairing information and speech output via a speaker. 
Paragraphs 0020 and 0080); 
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The second wireless device converting the audible signals into control signals and the 
second wireless device applying the control signals to effect pairing with the first wireless device 
(speech recognition of pairing data and control signal generation, Paragraphs 0022 and 0030). 

Although Thomas accepts vocal inputs to enable wireless device pairing, further teaches 
a memory that holds multiple pairing addresses (Paragraph 0026), and mentions that his 
invention can be used with other types of pairing information (Paragraph 0032), Thomas does 
not make a link between a identifying pairing information based upon another device's type and 
model. Watanabe, however, recites a system that pairs wireless devices (For example. Fig. 5) 
that stores link or encryption keys in memory in association with unique apparatus device IDs 
(such as manufacturer's production and serial numbers. Paragraphs 0110-0111) for retrieval 
during pairing (Paragraphs 0110 and 0161-0162). 

Thomas and Watanabe are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in connecting wireless devices. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Thomas with the 
manufacture numbers taught by Watanabe in order to provide unique information that better 
enables restrictive access of network devices (Watanabe, Paragraphs 0106 and 0110). 

With respect to Claim 18, Thomas discloses the speech recognition processing as applied 
to Claim 17. 

With respect to Claim 20, Thomas recites: 

A processor (Speech synthesis address generation processor Fig. 7, Element 13); 
A speaker (Fig. 7, Element 13); and 
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Logic which, when applied to the processor, converts the pairing information for the 
other wireless device to audible signals, and communicates the audible signals via the speaker to 
effect wireless device pairing (reading and synthesizing a device address stored in a memory 
register, Paragraph 0020-22). 

Thomas also teaches that pairing information is sent over a wireless network (Paragraph 

0028). 

Although Thomas accepts vocal inputs to enable wireless device pairing, further teaches 
a memory that holds multiple pairing addresses (Paragraph 0026), and mentions that his 
invention can be used with other types of pairing information (Paragraph 0032), Thomas does 
not make a link between a identifying pairing information based upon another device's type and 
model. Watanabe, however, recites a system that pairs wireless devices (For example. Fig. 5) 
that stores link or encryption keys in memory in association with unique apparatus device IDs 
(such as manufacturer 's production and serial numbers. Paragraphs 0110-0111) for retrieval 
during pairing (Paragraphs QUO and 01 61-01 62). 

Thomas and Watanabe are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in connecting wireless devices. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Thomas with the 
manufacture numbers taught by Watanabe in order to provide unique information that better 
enables restrictive access of network devices (Watanabe, Paragraphs 0106 and 0110). 

With respect to Claim 21, Thomas discloses the speech recognition processing as applied 
to Claim 17. 
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Claim 23 contains subject matter similar to Claims 20-21, and thus, is rejected for the 
same reasons. 

Claim 25 contains subject matter similar to Claim 15, and thus, is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

With respect to Claim 26, Thomas fiirther recites a response message sent by a wireless 
device to affect device pairing (Paragraph 0022). 

With respect to Claim 27, it is within the scope of the teachings of Thomas to incorporate 
speech synthesis/recognition capabilities in both devices to enable pairing initiation from either 
device (Paragraphs 0020-0022 and Paragraph 0031). 

With respect to Claim 28, Thomas recites: 

A first wireless device converting pairing information for a second wireless device into 
audible signals (Paragraph 0020 and Fig. 1, Element 12); 

The first wireless device communicating the audible signals to a human (Paragraph 0020 
and Fig. 1, Element 13); 

The subscriber providing inputs corresponding to the audible signals to the second 
wireless device (Paragraph 0022 and Fig. I, Element 5); 

The second wireless device converting the inputs into control signals (Paragraph 0022 
and Fig. 1, Element 15); and 

The second wireless device applying the control signals to effect pairing with the first 
wireless device (Paragraph 0022). 
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Although Thomas accepts vocal inputs to enable wireless device pairing, further teaches 
a memory that holds multiple pairing addresses (Paragraph 0026), and mentions that his 
invention can be used with other types of pairing information (Paragraph 0032), Thomas does 
not make a link between a identifying pairing information based upon another device's type and 
model. Watanabe, however, recites a system that pairs wireless devices (For example. Fig. 5) 
that stores link or encryption keys in memory in association with unique apparatus device IDs 
(such as manufacturer's production and serial numbers. Paragraphs 0110-0111) for retrieval 
during pairing (Paragraphs 0110 and 0161-0162). 

Thomas and Watanabe are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in connecting wireless devices. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Thomas with the 
manufacture numbers taught by Watanabe in order to provide unique information that better 
enables restrictive access of network devices (Watanabe, Paragraphs 0106 and 0110). 

With respect to Claim 30, Thomas further discloses: 

A pairing code specific to the wireless device (device-specific address. Paragraph 0020). 

9. Claims 3, 8, 11, 16, 19, 22, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Thomas et al (U.S. Patent Application Publication: 2002/0065663) in view of 
Watanabe et al (U.S. PG Publication: 2002/0039479 Al) and fiirther in view of Willey (U.S. PG 
Publication: 2003/0065918 Al). 

With respect to Claim 3, Thomas in view of Watanabe teaches the system for enabling 
wireless device pairing via pairing information retrieved based on a type and model of device, as 
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applied to Claim 2. Although Thomas in view of Watanabe teaches sending data between 
devices for pairing, the prior art does not specifically teach synchronizing pairing 
communication acts with pairing outputs, however, Willey recites such synchronization 
(Paragraphs 0043-0045; and 0066). 

Thomas, Watanabe, and Willey are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in connecting wireless devices. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Thomas in view of 
Watanabe with the synchronization taught by Willey in order to diminish the threat of a man-in- 
the-middle attack (Willey, Paragraph 0042). 

Claim 8 contains subject matter similar to claim 3, and thus, is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claims 11, 16, 19, 22, and 24 contain subject matter similar to Claim 3, and thus, are 
rejected under similar rationale. 

10. Claims 4, 12, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Thomas et al (U.S. Patent Application Publication: 2002/0065663) in view of Watanabe et al 
(U.S. PG Publication: 2002/0039479 Al) and fiirther in view of Asano et al (U.S. Patent: 
7,093,128). 

With respect to Claim 4, Thomas in view of Watanabe teaches the system for enabling 
wireless device pairing via pairing information retrieved based on a type and model of device, as 
applied to Claim 1 . Thomas in view of Watanabe does not specifically disclose device pairing 
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codes common to a device model, however teaches a pairing code common to all devices within 
a model group (Col. 11, Lines 29-36; and Col. 21, Lines 57-65). 

Thomas, Watanabe, and Asano are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in device connection. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Thomas in view of Watanabe with the 
common serial number pairing information taught by Asano in order to maintain interoperability 
between similar devices (Asano, Col. 21, Lines 57-65). 

Claims 12 and 29 contains subject matter similar to Claim 4, and thus, is rejected under 
similar rationale. 

1 1 . Claims 6 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Thomas 
et al in view of Watanabe et al and ftirther in view of Haller et al (U.S. Patent: 6,845,097). 

With respect to Claim 6, Thomas in view of Watanabe teaches the wireless device that 
establishes a connection with another wireless device through synthesized audio, as applied to 
Claim 1 . Thomas in view of Watanabe does not teach that the audio information corresponds to 
DTMF tones, however, Haller recites device pairing codes in the form of DTMF tones (Col. 6, 
Lines 22-37). 

Thomas, Watanabe, and Haller are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in device pairing systems. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Thomas in view of Watanabe 
with the use of DTMF tones taught by Haller in order to provide a well-known alternative 
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command type to a voice command that is capable of accessing a device pairing message over a 
telephone network (Haller, Col. 6, Lines 31-37). 

Claim 14 contains subject matter similar to Claim 6, and thus, is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Conclusion 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: See PTO-892. 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James S. Wozniak whose telephone number is (571) 272-7632. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th, 7:30-5:00, F, 7:30-4, Off Altemate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached at (571) 272-7602. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an apphcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/James S. Wozniak/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2626 



